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TO THE 

RIGHT REVEREND THE LORD BISHOP OF DURHAM. 

My Lord, 

I am sincerely grateful for the permission to dedicate to 
your Lordship the following hnmble but earnest appeal to the 
Clergy of the Chnroh of England on the subject of the Indo- 
Chinese Opium Trade. 

Your Lordship's position as the honoured Chairman of this 
year's Church Congress, before "which the substance of the 
following paper was read, and as one of the Vice-Presidents 
of the Society for the Suppression of the Opium Trade, seems 
to give a special fitness to such a IQedication. 

But your name, my Lord, is of peculiar value in the present 
instance, as plainly indicating that this Anti-Opium agitation 
is not the mere offspring of (perhaps) prejudiced Missionary 
enthusiasm, but is felt to be a subject of practical Christian 
morality, attracting the inquiry and the sympathy of our 
foremost Christian Scholars and Divines. 

I am, my Lord, 
Your Lordship's most obliged and faithful servant, 

ARTHUR E. MOULE. 

All Saints' Vic/irage, Belvedere, 
15 Dec, 1881. 
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PREFACE. 



The liberality of a kind and revered friend, the 
Rev. John Venn of Hereford, has made possible 
the publication of a large edition of the following 
Essay, as an appeal to English Churchmen. The 
Nonconformist Churches are to a great extent 
awake and stirring in this question of the Opium 
Trade, and the Church of England must not be 
behind-hand in deaUng with it. 

It has been said, perhaps with some reason, 
that Englishmen are a little too apt to accuse 
themselves of national selfishness and injustice; 
to indulge in a self-denunciation, the very whisper 
of which from outsiders would be strongly re- 
sented. But there is a tendency surely, at least 
as strong, that leads Englishmen to wrap them- 
selves in a mantle of supposed integrity, and to let 
conscience be lulled into oblivion of national crimes 
and international immoralities ; — lulled, I mean, 
partly by success, partly by mere local distance, 
partly by the shifting of strictly national respon- 
sibility to the shoulders of individual statesmen or 
of particular Governments. 

The object of the following Essay, is to lead 
Churchmen to study for themselves the subject 
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VI PEEFACE. 

of the Opium Trade. If this study leaves them 
satisfied that there is no grave moral wrong in 
the past history or present status of the Trade, 
then by all means let them discountenance this 
war of ours against a shadow ! But if, on the 
other hand, it convinces them that grievous 
wrong-doing is involved in this trafl&c, then let 
them " agitate, agitate, agitate," till the wroDg 
is redressed. 

It is no small hindrance to a Christian Mission- 
ary, to have cast at him such a Chinese proverb 
as this : " You bring incense in one hand, a spear 
in the other ; " which is, being interpreted, "You 
bring us the Bible in one hand, ppium in the other." 

The financial difficulty is referred to more than 
onco in the following pages, and it is of course 
recognised as real and great. But surely, if moral 
wrong is admitted, we cannot accept pecuniary 
considerations as an apology.' In Mr. Scott Hol- 
land's serious words, " It sounds to a religious ear 
a strange excuse for refusing an act of penitential 
reparation, that we shall lose something by it." 
" Better have unsullied poverty," says the Chinese 
proverbial philosophy, " than turbid wealth " ! 

Yes ! let the time past suffice us to have made, 
not " friends," but enemies of a great pagan nation 
with this " mammon of unrighteousness " ! 

There must be something that calls for the im- 
mediate and earnest attention of Churchmen, when 
the Archbishop of Canterbury could speak of the 
Trade in the words with which I will close my 
Preface : " I have, after very serious consideration, 
come to the conclusion that the time has arrived 
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when we ought most distinctly to state our opinion 
that the course at present pursued by the Govern- 
ment in relation to this matter, is one which ought 
to be abandoned at all costs." 



All Saints' Vicarage, Belvedekb, ' 
November, 1881. 



Cl^c ^cspitsjbilitg of lljc Clnmlj 



AS REGARDS THE 



#|jbm traffic imtl^ €\pxih 



Three points seem to be included witbin the bounds 
of my subject. 

I. What is this Opium TraflBc ? 

II. Has the Church any responsibility in the 
matter ? 

III. If so, what is the extent of that responsi- 
bility ? 

I. What is this Opium TraflBc ? I shall occupy 
the greater part of this paper in the consideration 
of this first point, because on a right understanding 
of this, the other two immediately depend. Of the 
Opium Trade, absolutely nothing is, I believe, 
known to many Churchmen ; and to many more it 
is known only vaguely as a question which calls for 
an occasional outburst of righteous indignation. 
Those who have studied its history, and are ac- 
quainted with the arguments urged in its defence, 
can alone join intelligently in that attack which is 
now steadily gathering force in England. 

The East Indian Opium Trade with China is 
jwbout one hundred years old. Previous to the 
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year 1769, the trade was insignificant, and in the 
hands of the Portuguese. Instead of the 80,000 
chests of the present day, about 200 only were 
imported into China ; the Portuguese purchasing 
from the Danes in India, and the Danes in their 
turn from the English. In 1757, by the victory of 
Plassey, the sceptre of India was virtually trans- 
ferred to England; and in 1765 the old monopolies 
held by the native rulers, passed, witlt the supreme 
power, into the hands of the conquerors. The 
Court of Directors of the East India Company 
. took over three of these, saltpetre, salt, and opium, 
into their own hands. In 1775, Warren Hastings 
presented the opium monopoly to Mr. Steplien 
Sulivan, a sou of the Chairman of the Company ; 
wishing thus to secure support during the stormy 
days of his eventful life. 

But the monopoly would not pay. Opium was 
unsaleable in Bengal. A market must be found 
somewhere; and two heavily-armed vessels, the 
Nonsuch and Patna, laden with opium, dropped 
down the Hooghly bound for Cantou. Tiio neces- 
sity for precaution was known to the Company's 
engineer ; for already the Chinese had taken alarm, 
and had forbidden the importation of opium under 
very severe penalties; the opium, on seizure, was to 
bo burnt; the vessel in which it came to port, 
confiscated ; and the Chinese in whose possession 
it was found, pub to death. The trade did not 
succeed at first ; and for about twenty years, opium 
was introduced in small quantities under the name 
of foreign medicine. In 1797 the Chinese again 
formally prohibited importation. 
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In 1821, when the East India Company more 
formally adopted and worked the monopoly as their 
own enterprise, the Court of Christian Directors 
expressed "their utter repugnance to the trade; 
and longed, they said, to abolish the consump- 
tion of the drug ; yet, as the Chinese would have 
it," they continued deliberately to grow and prepare 
opium expressly for the Chinese market, and to 
ship it, though known to be contraband, under the 
English flag* The heathen Governor of Canton, 
meanwhile, made in his master's name, a solemn 
appeal to Portuguese, English, and Americans alike, 
to abandon this pernicious trade ; assuring them that 
" the gods would carry fair dealers in safety across 
the ocean ; but that over sniugglers the teiTors of 
the royal law on earth, and the wrath of the infernal 
gods are suspended." 

This smuggling went on for sixty years. Chinese 
hereditary exclusiveness, and their offensive arro- 
gance to foreigners, added to numerous instances 
of magisterial connivance, -emboldened the English 
merchants in the belief that the outcry against 
opium was not genuine. 

But in 1 834, the old Emperor Tao-kwang, himself 
a reclaimed opium-smoker, determined if possible 
to save his country. He first of all took the sense 
of the people through his high officials. Shall we 
legalize and tax the trade, or shall we annihilate it ? 

The reply was overwhelmingly in favour of the 
latter alternative ; and the energetic Lin was sent 
to exterminate the plague. ** Go,'' said the Em- 
peror with tears, ** see, inquire, and act." 

By an illegal stretch of power, Lin seized and 



utterly destroyed 20,2S3 chests n£ opium ; nnd by 
his outrageous bchaviom" to Lord Napier, to Captain 
Eliot, and to the Canton residents, ho brought ou 
the war of _ 18-il. The Chinese were beaten ; Hong- 
kong was surrendered ; five ports were opened for 
trade, and six millions indemnity wore paid; but 
the Chinese Commissioners steadily refused to 
negotiate on any terms for the admission of opium. 

England answered China's appeal, mado at this 
time, to suppress the trade, by offering, in a manner 
tho very reverse of generous, to issue a proclama- 
tion in the Queen's name, calling on all opium 
ships to leave Chinese waters on pain of confisca- 
tion, if the Chinese alone would enforce the penalty. 
How dared they do this, when beaten and humili- 
ated by tho war, the great cause of which was, as 
Sir Henry Pottinger himself declared, the Trade in 
Opium? But make the offer now, and the Chinese, 
with their strong and vigorous Customs service, 
might return a different answer. 

Fourteen years passed. Opium poured in through 
the five newly-opened ports. The Chinese Govern- 
ment were greatly irritated by the continued and 
unabashed smuggling. On Oct. 8th, 1806, the 
lorcha Arrow was illegally seized on suspicion. 
"War followed ; Cantou was stormed ; and the 
expedition, moving northwards, occupied Tien-tsin. 
A treaty was concluded on June 2Gth, ISOS ; 
and in the next year Sir Frederick Bruce, Lord 
Elgin's brother, on his way with a squadron to 
ratify the Treaty at Pekiii, was repulsed at the 
Taku forts. The war was resumed. Pekin fell, 
and the Convention of Pekin was added to the 
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Treaty of Tien-tsin, and both were signed at Pekin, 
Oct. 24th, 1860. Mr. Lay and Mr. Oliphant, 
who were personally engaged in the conclusion 
of the treaty, assure us that the Chinese Com- 
missioners themselves suggested the legalization 
of opium, which was therefore introduced into the 
new tariff rules by Articles xxvi. and xxviii. I can 
well believe it. Tired and alarmed by England's 
long and discreditable conflict with the moral ob- 
jection of Chinese rulers and people, they were 
afraid to leave this bone of contention unremoved. 
But in Li-Hung- Chang's words, written in the pre- 
sent year, **The war must be considered China's 
standing protest against the legalization of such 
a source of revenue.** And since that period, in 
1869, at the time of the negotiation of a com- 
mercial convention by Sir Rutherford Alcock, and 
again in 1877, by the Che-foo Convention, and more 
recently in the new- treaty with America,^ the 
Chinese authorities have given sufficient evidence 
of their desire to restrict, and, if possible, to sup- 
press the trade. I sum up this brief historical 
sketch in the words of the Emperor Tao-kwang. 
The trade in opium and the use of opium have 
caused " the vice and misery of my people ; " and 
Christian England is, in the eyes, not of the Chinese 
only, but of the world, the chief offender in this 
calamitous business. 

Now, is it conceivable that for a hundred years 
and more a Christian country should have been en- 
gaged in such a traffic ; not as a private enterprise, 
observe, for which the nation could not be held 

* Sco Appeudix, Note A. 



respoiifiible, biife as a Goverumental and therefore 
national undertaking? 
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Is tliere no doEonco to be set up for the Opium 
Trade ? I proceed to enumerate in a brief review 
the points in the defence, and I believe the con- 
Bidcration will but increase the persuasion that the 
force of the attack is irresistible. 

(i.) I take the first three arguments together. 
AVe are told that the trade in Opium is simply a 
commonplace instance of demand and supply ; and 
in corroboration of this view we are assured that 
opium-smoking in China is an ancient vice, and 
that England is not directly responsible for the 
creation of a bad habit. The Shanghai coi-respon- 
dont of Ths Times writes that two of H. M. consular 
agents in Western China believe that opinin-smoking 
is many centuries old ; that they state that it is as 
common and almost as reputable in those regions 
as tobacco smoking; and moreover, tliat it is not 
injurious when taken in moderation. In reply to 
these statements, observe that the first shipments 
of opium to China were a failure. Exactly one 
hundred years ago the cargo was sold at a loss, 
and actually transhipped to the Archipelago by the 
Chinese purchaser. The taste for opium has been 
created in other places, notably in Aracan, and the 
demand thus originated by Bengal opium agents 
through the means of free distribution for a while; 
and we may conclude from this at least thus much, 
that a pre-existent market and an established taste 
were not necessities in order to account for the 
experiment of Warren Hastings. 
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Further, if this bo an aucient custom, it is very 
strange that Marco Polo, in his minute and ela- 
borate and for the most part trustworthy descrip- 
tion of Chinese habits anil productions GOO years 
ago, should make no allusion to opiuni-sraoking and 
the poppy plant. The Roman Catholic missionaries, 
in their writings, from a.d. 1580 down to the end 
of the last century, do not refer to opium-smoking. 
All along the eastern coast of China, 100 years 
ago, it was a new and a partial vice. 

In tho great city of Hang-chow, four days' journey 
inland, as my Chinese teacher, a native of the place, 
informs me, you could scarcely find a single opinm 
den sixty years ago ; and now the city is full of 
them. During the past twenty years I have myself 
observed the great extension of poppy cultivation 
in the Chch-kiaug province, and also the alarming 
symptom of an increasing number of opium-smoking 
wiftmn applying for treatment at our opium hos- 
pitals. And to travel further westwards, Father 
Deschamps, who had resided for more than thirty 
years in Sze-chuen, told Mr. T. T. Cooper that he 
had seen the growth of the poppy introduced into 
that great province. 

A missionai'y of the China Inland Mission, 
travelling last year in Yunnan, where poppy culti- 
vation and opium-smoking especially abound, was 
informed by tho old men with whom he conversed, 
that opium had been introduced only thirty years 
ago, that they considered it a terrible curse, and 
that they believed it had come from foreign coun- 
tries — (from whence undoubtedly it did come, either 
in ancient or modern times : overland from India 
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in MojDgol days, intlie reign of Tae-tsoo, of the 
Yuen dynasty, a.d. 1280-1295, as a Chinese geo- 
graphy, by Sen, formerly Lieut.-Govemor of the 
Fuh-kien province, seems to imply ; or by sea in 
these later days to the eastern sea-board, and 
thence penetrating westwards). With this agrees 
the opinion given by the Chinese Foreign Minister 
Wen-seang, in conversation with Sir R. Alcock, to 
the effect that " inseparable and continuous injury 
was inflicted upon the whole empire by the foreign 
importation of opium," " impoverishing and de- 
moralizing and brutalizing the people; a deadly 
poison, most injurious to mankind.'' Mr. Hart's 
testimony also to Chinese feeling on this subject 
is of the very first importance. As Commissioner- 
General of the Imperial Maritime Customs in China, 
Mr. Hart issued a pamphlet on " Opium " in July 
of the present year. He proves, as he believes to 
demonstration, (1) that opium provides the Chinese 
Government with a large revenue, and (2) that this 
is brought about by a luxury which affects an 
" infinitesimally small percentage of the population." 
And yet (to quote his concluding words) even " the 
Chinese who have studied the subject," and " admit 
all this, do not find any sufficient reason for iveU 
coming the growth of the trade^ or for desisting from 
the attempt to check the consumption of opium.^' ^ 
It is a significant historical fact also, that the 
T'ai-p'ing rebels, whose desire it was to re-establish 
the Chinese dynasty, and so to give expression to 
a popular idea, set themselves resolutely against 
opium,^and the British Government have recently 

' Cf. Friend of China, Oct., ]881, p. 394. 
^ Cf. *' The Opium Question;* pp. 4G, 47. 
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acknowledged the force of the outcry raised against 
the plague of opium-smoking in British Burmah by 
closing two-thirds of the opium shops. A writer in 
the IHmes, commenting on the evidence furnished 
by H. M. Consular agents, makes these two damag- 
ing admissions : ] . It is incontestable that opium 
enslaves, enfeebles, and must kill, all who take it 
to excess. 2. It is incontestable that opium im- 
poverishes all except the well-to-do. But lay aside 
if you please this rebutting evidence, and accept as 
decisive and unimpeachable the evidence of H. M. 
Consuls. Observe the strange dilemma into which 
the evidence introduces the upholders of the trade 
who may rely upon it in their arguments. 

(a) Opium-smoking is acknowledged to be most 
injurious in British Burmah; to quote Lord Hart- 
ington's words, it is " an almost unmitigated mis- 
fortune."^ (6) But it is said to be comparatively 
innocuous in W* China, (c) We reply that, on 
the contrary, it is injurious in W. China, (d) We 
are met by the retort, that, even so, we are not 
responsible for this state of things, for Indian 
opium goes no higher up the Yang-tse than the 
neighbourhood of Han-kow; and all W. China 
opium is home-grown, (e) We rejoin, that this is 
a damaging admission ; for if Indian opium only 
affects B. China, what has the state of W. China 
to do with the question of demand and supply, and 
of ancient custom throughout the whole of China ? 
(/) And further, if British Burmah and Yunnau, 
separated by the comparatively narrow belt of the 
Shan states, differ so widely that opium is a curse 

* Debate on the Opium Trade, p. 29, 
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[ in tlifi one and a lianuless luxury in the otbor, who 

I can deny that opium-smoking may be, as in fact it 

1 is, a great curse in E. China, where Indian opium is 

directly to blame, whatever it may be in far remote 

W. China, which it is said never to reach ? ' 

(ii.) But we are told that the trade in opium 

■ scarcely differs from the trade in spirits; and that 
I the use of opium in China corresponds with the use 

■ of spirits in England. Without pausing to animad- 
vert on the wider question of the doubtful morality 
involved in the Governmental taxation and regula- 

t tion of vice, the reply to this defence is simple and 
f direct, {a) There is a great difierence between 
manufacture and taxation. The Indian Government 
do not merely tax heavily the native growth manu- 
factured in the native states of Holkar and Scindia, 
, they also hold in their own hands the monopoly of 
I the growth and manufacture and sale in the crown 
I lands of India, (h) The English Government have 
never interdicted the trade in French brandy, and 
the French Government have never gone to war 
with England in order to compel the legalization 
of the trade; and Lord Hartington's retort, that 
England would never venture to forbid such a trade 
L whilst sanctioning the manufacture of other spirits 

■ in England itself, is hardly fair, for at the time of 
the Opium wars, the cultivation of the poppy and 
the revenue from native opium were comparatively 
unknown in all E. China, (c) Sir Thomas Wade, 

;h quoted repeatedly, must once again bear 
witness : " It is to me vain to think otherwise of 
) use of the drug in China, than as a habit many 
' Sue Appendix, Note B. 
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times more pernicious, nationally speaking, than 
the gin and. whisky drinking which we deplore in 
England." 

(iii.) We are told by Mr. Denzil Onslow, — and 
to my mind this argument is the stronghold of the 
defence, — that " we must not rule India by our rigid 
notions of Christian morality " ; ^ and by Lord 
Hartington, that " the opium traffic provides a 
source of income which the whole of the people of 
India, if they were consulted, would be in. favour of 
retaining." ^ But this is a dangerous doctrine to 
propound. If admitted and pursued to its legitimate 
conclusion, it would lead to the re-establishment 
of suttee and of immoral and murderous rites in 
open day ; and it would bring to a sudden standstill 
all Christian Mission work in British India. Of 
course what Lord Hartington meant to imply was, 
that if the poor Indian ryots are to be taxed to 
supply the six or eight millions derived annually 
from the Opium Trade, — on the supposition of its 
abolition, — they would prefer the present system. 
But they ought not to be so taxed. The people of 
India are not responsible for the trade. The people 
of England are to blame, and must bear the 
consequences. If taxation must supply the defi- 
ciency (and remember that it is not a perpetual 
" disheartening " drain of six or seven millions 
annually which is required;^ we want only to tide 
over the period of transition, and to give time for 
the development of the revenue from other sources, 
and for the restoration of 700,000 acres of the best 

1 Debate on Opium, p. 18. - Ibid.y p. 24. 

3 Sco Times leading article, Oct. 22, 1881. 



20 

land in India to the growth of crops, if less remuner- 
ative,^ certainly less poisonous. Ten years' purchase 
would probably suffice — some sixty millions sterling, 
a sum which could be raised as easily in England 
now as the twenty millions to abolish the slave 
trade fifty years ago) — if such taxation must come, 
then the people of England must suffer, and not 
the poor of India. Indeed, the temporary aid re- 
quired by India may prove less thau one-half or 
even one-third of this sum ; for there are possibili- 
ties of retrenchnient in Indian expenditure which re- 
quire only a compulsory motive to be made actual. 
And it may well be remembered, as a gleam of 
hope over the gloomy prospect, that should the use 
of opium in China be restricted and abolished, it 
would imply, (to quote figures probably far below 
the mark, however official,) two million purchasers 
with £25,000,000 ; or, taking the foreign drug 
alone, one million of purchasers with £16,800,000 
set free for the import trade in English manufac- 
tures.2 

(iv.) We are told that others will take up the 
trade if we abandon it. Let them do so ! China 
will know how to deal with them, if we give her 
liberty. 

(v.) We are told that the Chinese are dishonest ; * 
that they wish themselves to reap all the advan- 
tages of the trade ; that they could check the inland 
transit of opium now, if they were so minded ; and 

^ Bat cf. "Indian Finance and Opium," p. 8, where sngar-cane 
is assei tcjd to bo a more profitable crop than the poppy. 
3 See Friend of China, Oct. 1881, p. 392. 
^ See on the whole subject, Appendix, Note B. 



21 

moreover that the stoppage of the Indian trade 
would merely lead to the limitless extension of the 
home growth in China — a growth already of vast 
proportions, and beyond the reach of prohibition. 
But surely, we may reply, Lin was honest, however 
illegal, in 1839, when he utterly destroyed the 20,000 
chests of opium, instead of secretly selling them. 
The great Chinese general Tso-Tsung-T'ang, whose 
victories have brought Russia and China face to 
face, has set himself resolutely against poppy cultiva- 
tion in Shen-si and Kan-suh ; and reports only this 
year on the consequent improvement in the state of 
the country. In 1879, the opium crop in Ho-nan and 
Shen-si was reduced to a minimum by vigorously 
executed anti-opium decrees.^ Chinese fear of offend- 
ing England by a prohibitory policy as to inland 
transit has been proved not to be groundless by 
the four years' delay in ratifying the Che-foo Con- 
vention. 

(vi.) We are reminded, that if the Indian Govern- 
ment abandons (as is more than likely) the monopoly, 
yet that this step will merely throw the trade open 
for private enterprise ; and that anything like pro- 
hibition of the growth of the poppy is out of the 
question in India. But surely the very principle of 
the monopoly implies this same impossible power 
of restriction and prohibition ; and as a matter of 
history, the poppy has been uprooted before now 
from large tracts in North India by order of 
Government. ^ And further we may observe, that 

1 See Friend of China, Oct. 1S81, p. 386. 

^ Cf. Parliamentary Papers on Opium, p. 54^, and "The Opium 
Question," p. 77. 



if this objection be true, if tiie poppy will still be 
grown in ludia and opium still be wanted by tlie 
Chinese, then the British Government may abandon 
the monopoly without the ftnaiicial panic alluded 
to above ; and find after all that morality is 
" cheaper " than Lord Hartington seems to dread,^ 
Prohibition in the native States is of course ont of 
the question; but even in this case the transit 
dues have been from time to time very largely 
increased, and perhaps have not yet reached their 
possible limit, a possibility which might be semi- 
prohibitory. 

(vii.) One point more remains to be urged by the 
defenders of the present system, " We are not 
responsible," say thoy, " for the mistakes and the 
wrong-doing of our predecessors." Yet surely, if 
wo deliberately continue the samo policy, and have 
continually clcrivod profit from the results brought 
about by the wars and treaties with China, are we 
not, — the people of England in the present day,— 
impenitent and unyielding as to this Opium Traffic, 
as verily guilty to China as England was in 1775, in 
1821, in 184l]' or in 1860? 

II. But does this •ninfciintllp question concern tho 
CJmrch ? Yos, immediately and urgently. England 
and Christianity are united in Chinese thought. Tho 
Chinese assume that every foreigner is a Chris- 
tian. And the acts of tho British Government aro 
supposed to bo the expression of Christian morality. 
If tho policy is condemned, Christianity is con- 
demned. And does it not affect the Church of 
England, to be told by the most powerful man in 
' See AppoTirli!;, Not-p B. 
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China, Li-Hung-Chang, writing in May of the 
present year, that " England and China can never 
meet on common ground. China views this whole 
question from a mm^al standpoint; England, from 
a fiscal / " Is it nothing to be told by Chinese 
moralists, that " The hindrance presented by the 
Opium Trade to Christian Missionaries, renders their 
efforts fruitless '* ? Are we unmoved by the ad- 
mission of Mr. Denzil Onslow, in his vigorous 
defence of this Trade, that " there may be some 
tinge of immorality in the Opium TraflBo"?^ A 
tinge of immorality! But the Church is to be 
" holy and without blemish." And this " tinge of 
immorality," on England's fair fame, means a stain 
on the white robes of the Church itself. 

III. What then is to be done, and what are the 
limits of our responsibility ? We must act at once. 
It is the eleventh hour; but we may yet be in time. 
The Opium Trade was more valuable than ever last 
year, and reached the total net value of £8,468,000. 
It is still possible to retire willingly, and with 
honour. But we must act instantly. The Chinese 
Government is moving. They propose to increase 
the tax on foreign opium, and to legalize by taxa- 
tion the native growth, a double policy which may 
prove the ruin (1) of our Indian trade, (2) of all 
hope of curing China of opium-smoking, (3) of all 
hope of honourably purging Christian England from 
the long shame of a fight against the moral protests 
of a great heathen people. 

(a) Let the clergy therefore master this subject. 
lU-inforoied denunciation and ignorant indignation 

^ Debate on the Opiam Trade, p. 18. 
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do no- good. If on examination the Opium Trade 
be deemed morally defensible, then let it alone; 
but if it be pronounced morally wrong, then — 

(h) Let the clergy bring the subject before their 
people and prepare them for self-sacrifice. The 
sneer " cheap morality " has been heard. We must 
be ready for dear morality^ for righteous dealing 
at any price. And remember, that until the people 
have spoken, we cannot expect the Government 
of the Queen to act. The people of England are 
asleep because ignorant as to this Trade ; and the 
Church will be distinctly responsible if this igno- 
rance and silence continue. 

(c) Be practical, and join the Society for the 
Suppression of the Opium Trade. The Bishops of 
Durham, Ripon, Salisbury, Liverpool, and Mid- 
China are amongst its Vice Presidents; and such 
Churchmen as the Dean of Llandaff and Canon 
Liddon are on its General Council. 

{d) Pray. The walls of Shanghai were placarded 
in 1877 with a heathen exhortation to intercede 
before Heaven for the abolition of the opium 
plague. " During a former dynasty " said this 
document, " Heaven prohibited opium ; during this 
dynasty it can be interdicted only by Heaven." 

Until this shame be removed from the Christian 
name, the Church cannot be free either for advance 
into rebel heathen lands, or for the great fight with 
infidelity and immorality here at home. If, through 
God's mercy, it be, though late, removed, the time 
will be nearer when the Church shall go forth "fair 
as the moon^ clear as the sun/' "gonquoring and to 
conquer.'' 



APPENDIX. 



Note A. — A writer in the Times calls this stipula- 
tion in the Treaty with America, " a piece of hypo- 
crisy " ; because the Americans have no opiupa to 
sell, present or prospective. 

But is not this an ignorant sneer ? More than 
one hundred years ago the Portuguese, who were 
the opium agents for China, had no opium of their 
own. They purchased from the Danes ; and the 
Danes from the English. It is surely conceivable 
that American merchants might purchase from the 
Parsees, as the Parsees purchase from the Grovern- 
ment auctions at Calcutta ; and that opium might 
thus reach Chinese ports under the American flag. 
It is tliis^ I presume, which is prohibited, and that 
surely not without significance, by the new treaty. 

Note B. — Sir Bartle Frere, in the course of his 
paper, read before the Newcastle Church Congress, 
after recapitulating in forcible words the charges 
of failure on England's part in the duties of inter- 
national morality during the long history of this 
Opium Trade, urges as a first practical measure, 
that the Indian Government should withdraw as 
speedily as possible from all direct connection with 
the manufacture and sale of opium. He believes 
that by the abandonment of the monopoly and the 
assimilation of the practice in Eastern India with 
that now existing in Western and Central India, by 
raising revenue, that is, from excise and not from 
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direct sales, there would be littlo financial risk in- 
volved. This is a statement of the first importance, 
coining as it does from the pen of an eminent 
Indian Governor and financier; because tho financial 
panic is always kept in reserve as the conclusive 
argument by the upholders of the Trade. 

Sir Bartle Frere proceeds to express his doubts 
as to tho sincerity of the Chinese Government in 
their desire to put an entire stop to the consump- 
tion of 0]}ium in China. He suggests tho necessity 
of our Government " coming to a better under- 
standing with the Chinese Government on the sub- 
ject of its dealings with the opium question." 

It 13 interesting to remember that similar sugges- 
tions and definite offers of this kind were mado 
some forty years ago in the Chinese Emperor's name 
by Commissioner Lin. " Wo in this land will for- 
bid tho use of opium ; and you " (addressing the 
Queen), '* in the countries under your dominion, 
will forbid its manufacture." 

An article in the Itecord newspaper, October 19, 
1881, on the subject of the practical moral eJTect 
which would be produced by the abandonment of 
the opium monopoly, is well worth reading. 

Sir Charles Trevelyan, whose name stands very 
high as an Indian authority, gives us in the Times 
of October 26, 1881, his "life's experience" on the 
subject of opium, compressed into the limits of a 
few sentences. Sir Charles believes the present 
opium poUcy of the Indian Government the best 
possible plan for the mutual good of China and 
India; raising, as it does, a large revenue for India 
on a carefully restricted quantity of opium sold to 
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China, and coutroUing effectually smuggling and 
iliicit manufacture. He appears to regard the 
abandoament of the monopoly as an unmixed evil. 

Such an opinion cannot be despised or liglitly sot 
aside. 

Cardinal Manning, at the Mansion House meet- 
ing, October 21, 1881, pleaded hard for the mainte- 
nance o£ the monopoly ; Lord Shaftesbury, on the 
same occasion, strongly urging its abandonment. 
But the Cardinal and the Earl were entirely agreed 
in their ultimate object; and both of them join 
issne with Sir Charles, 

Cardinal Manning would reserve the monopoly as 
it were in durance vile for extinction at an early 
date; and would not roleaso the crimiual, oven as 
a tioket-oE-leave man, for private enterprise in this 
noxious opium traffic. 

Sir Charloa is significantly silent as to the past 
history of the Opium Trade; deploring beyond 
doubt, as much as Lord Shaftesbury can do, the 
darker passages of its history; but arguing, perhaps, 
that we are not responsible for the past, and must 
deal only with present possibilities. But his sober 
and important arguments are seriously invalidated 
by the opinion with which he closes, to the effect 
that opium, as a luxury and a stimulant, is " one of 
God's gifts," and on the same footing as spirituous 
liquors, and (as I suppose Sir Charles wouli? add) 
narcotics, such as tobacco. Sir Benjamin Brodie 
and the twenty-four eminent physicians who signed 
his " opinion," thought differently : " I cannot but 
regard those who promote the use of opium as an 
articli! of luxury, as inflicting a most serious injury 
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on the human race." ^ Xeither is this opinion of 
Sir Charles Trevelyan's borne out by Chinese senti- 
ment. "A Chinaman never touches his opium pipe 
without shame." These words of the Bishop of 
Victoria, though possibly capable of some modifica- 
tion, and subject to individual exceptions, represent 
the moral feeling and moral rule of the Chinese 
with far greater accuracy than does the theory of 
Sir Charles Trevelyan. 

A very lengthy epistle appeared in the Times of 
Dec. 6th, signed G. Birdwood, M.D., late Professor 
of Materia Medica, and Curator of the Government 
Central Economic Museum, Bombay. 

Dr. Birdwood was knighted by Her Majesty on 
Dec. 7th; and, from his position and experience, 
the opinion of Sir George must not be despised or 
ignored. 

He argues in favour of the " downright innocency 
of opium-smoking ; '* and as a consequence he con- 
fidently absolves England of all moral blame in the 
matter of the opium trade. Without attempting 
to analyse his letter at length, I would point out — 

(1) That Sir George Birdwood has had, apparently, 
no experience whatever as to opium in China, but 
only in Western India. 

(2) That his conclusions are diametrically op- 
posed, not only to the opinions of such a man as Sir 
Benjsilfeiin Brodie (possibly better known to English- 
men even than Sir George Birdwood), but also to 
the well-nigh unanimous opinion of medical men in 
China, with experience at least as long and varied 
as that of Sir George himself. 

I *' The Opium Question," p. 52. 
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(3) That argument is never the better for 
violence ; and that such expressions as *' undis- 
criminating and manufactured agitation," " blind 
philanthropy," " ignorant prejudiced opposition," 
" crotcbet-mongers," " ignorant if well-meaning 
agitators," with which his lengthy philippic abounds, 
detract seriously from the value of his opinions. 

Note 0. — Mr. Hart divides his estimated two- 
million opium smokers into two equal parties; 
one-half consuming the Indian drug, and one-half 
using native Chinese opium. This estimate hardly 
bears out Lord Hartington's supposition that Indian 
opium is the luxury of the rich alone. For opium 
is largely used by all classes and one million of rich 
smokers .would imply six millions or more of the 
middle and poorer classes. Moreover, from oflScial 
returns, it appears that Chinese opium is improving 
in quality and in price. In Shanghai, according to 
recent returns, native opium was worth 320 taels 
a picul ; and Benares, 346. So that cheap Indian 
opium, though dearer than the best Chinese, would 
not be bevond the reach of all but the richer classes. 

Note D. — Another acknowledged authority on 
Indian finance has spoken since my Essay was 
written. Sir George Campbell, in a letter to the 
Times of Nov. 11th 1881, criticizes at very consider- 
able length the speeches made at the Mansion House 
meeting. His conclusions seem to be as follows: 
(1) that there is no middle course to choose between 
the existing system of the Government monopoly, 
and absolute prohibition of the cultivation and 
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sale of opiiim. (2) Sir George thinks that tbo 
ludian roveaue cannot possibly bear the strain which 
would follow from tbe loss of the profits from 
opium; that England would never be willing to 
Bupply the deficit, and that even were such an ex- 
periment possible, the prohibition of the trade would 
lead to general smuggling, witli the certain result 
of another Chinese war. (3) Sip George Campbell 
" believes as strongly as any one in the wickedness 
of the opium wars, and holds as decidedly as any 
ono that wo are not justified in euforciug treaties 
for the admission of opium extorted by these wars." 

I will not attempt an answer to this letter, since 
most of the points insisted upon by Sir George will 
ho found discussed in the body of the Essay. 
Neither will I attempt to criticize his financial 
figures, for I must fairly confess that I do not 
understand his calculations. 

I will merely draw attention to two points; (1) Sir 
George protests that prohibition of poppy cultiva- 
tion throughout British India is impossible. But 
be admits that it is " absolutely prohibited in 95 per 
cent, of the British territories." Tbero appears 
therefore to be no inherent impossibility in the 
enforcement of prohibition; and why tho remain- 
ing 5 per cent, of ground should not be cleared of 
the poppy, must be accounted for on other grounds 
than the general principles of liberty and freedom. 
(2) The consensus of opinion as to the wrong done 
to China by the wars of 1840 and 1869 is very 
remarkable. Dr, Arnold, writing to a friend from 
Rugby in March, 1840, speaks as follows, " I really 
do not remember in any history, a war under- 
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taken with sucli combined injustice and baseness. 
Ordinary wars of conquest are to me far less wicked, 
tban to go to war in order to maintain smuggling, 
and that smuggling consisting in the introduction 
of a demoralizing drug, which the Government of 
China wishes to keep out." 

These are strong words ; and are capable of con- 
siderable modification when we take into consider- 
ation the hereditary exclusiveness and the arro- 
gance of the Chinese. But Dr. Arnold's words are 
not stronger than Sir George Campbell's. And our 
contention lies here; if it be true, as even the 
advocates of the existing state of the Opium Trade 
admit, that the opium wars were *' wicked," and 
that in the questions arising out of the Opium 
Traffic, we did grievous harm to China, then either 
one thing or the other must happen : we must 
either acknowledge our wrong; and make such 
reparation as is possible, by a reversal of policy and 
an abandonment of wrong; or else we must bear 
the penal consequences of persistent continuance in 
wrong-doing. Gain cannot in any degree condone 
for the sins of a Christian nation. And the very 
accumulation of arguments to prove the difficulty 
if not the absolute impossibility of abandoning the 
Opium Traffic, instead of clearing the air, and solv- 
ing the perplexity, does but deepen the gloom which 
surrounds the subject, and adds immensely to the 
solemnity of the whole question. 

Note E. — The following letter was addressed to 
the Editor of the Times by Dr. Lockhart, well 
known as the author of " The Medical Missionary 
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in China." — With a Chinese experience of nearly 
thirty years* duration, his opinion, is of the first 
importance. But the letter has not been inserted 
in the Times^ and we therefore print it here in con- 
nection with the close of Note B. 

" I cannot understand how Dr. Bird wood can say 
that the smoking of opium is. a perfectly innocuous 
indulgence. This is so great a mistake that it 
cannot be too strongly protested against. Opium- 
smoking is extremely injurious, and in the large 
majority of cases is carried to a constantly increas- 
ing extent and consequent increasing injury on the 
physical condition of the smoker. Opium-smoking 
is not so great a social evil as spirit-drinking, but 
it is a very much greater personal evil to the in- 
dividual himself. I do not think that opium entices 
people away from spirit-drinking ; those who smoke 
opium are, in my experience, ever ready to use the 
spirit, more especially when they cannot get opium. 
I cannot believe that if Dr. Birdwood knew from 
long-continued personal experience of the effects of 
opium-smoking on the Chinese, and the frightful 
consequences thereby induced, he would write as he 
has expressed himself in his letter to the Times of 
6th December." 
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